Plutocratic capitalism and billionaire class 


We can see that PSL avoids using marxist terms, and instead adopts terms used by 
liberals, and bernie himself (for example, the term billionaire class). This in our opinion 
can only mean two things. First, we will analyze the term billionaire class. Does 
billionaires constitute a class from themselfs? No. They are just a group within the 
bourgeoisie. Therefore they are not a class, therefore there is no use calling them a 
class. Now, the PSL call's them a class. There can be only the following reason for that. 
Either PSL does not understand what classes are, or it understands and tries to not 
openly tell it. We will try to explain fourther. We will begin with the assumption that 
PSL does not understand what classes are. Could we say that they dont understand 
what classes are and how these classes are determined? Seems douptfull, as they wrote 
in an article of theirs in 2018 (the article was called What is the working class?) their 
view of what classes are. If one ignores their identity politics in this article, and some 
mistakes on how big the working class is in a given time, he can see that preety much 
they have a correct view of what the proletariat and what the bourgeoisie are. 
Therefore, we can exclude that they dont understand what classes are. But another 
problem which is related on this understanding, is their view on socialism and the 
wages. A quick view in their party program, and you will find that they advocate for 
"equal wages". This may not seem as a problem initially, but we need to examine this as 
a marxists, and we need to show how wrong is this, and it fourther proves that perhaps, 
PSL does not understand what socialism is, and perhaps how classes are determined. 

If classes are not determined by income, then there is no use calling for equal wages, 
which would be inequal overall. As marx explains in the critique of gotha program, the 
workers after their seizure of power, will rechive by the society as much as they have 
given to it (after some of their labour product has ben taken for the common good, as 
funding for schools, hospitals, e.t.c). Therefore, as much as wages are concerned, such 
thing as equal wages will never exist. Wages preessupose money, commodity 
production, e.t.c. As much as these exist, socialism will exist. Therefore, the princible of 
each according to his contribution will exist, and some people may contribute more 
than others. Therefore equal wages will never exist in socialism. In communism in the 
other hand, again, equal wages will not exist becuase wages will not exist overall. 
Therefore, one may ask, why the PSL felt that it was neccesary to include this to their 
program? Perhaps when it comes to analyzing what the classes really are, they are 
unable to do so? The only possible logic before this addition on equal wages in their 
program can be the equatation of the mission to abolish classes by making all people 
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rechive the same wage. This is hugelly incorrect, and it sounds more like a liberal attack 
to marxism than anything else. But the PSL claims they are marxists. Therefore, either 
they accept the liberal attack to marxists and uphold it, or they dont understand the 
aims of marxists on the issue of class abolition. This may linked with their use of term 
"billionaire class", becuase the word "billionarie" does not corresponds to a class, but to 
an income status. But in the same article that they explained what classes are, they 
seem to understand that income does not determine class. One could say that perhaps 
the PSL needs to be more carefull with these matters, as they are crucial to marxists. 

Now, we will go on the assumption that PSL understands what classes are. Why it uses 
the term "billionaire class"? If they understand what classes are, they understand that 
the billionairs could not consitute a class, but an income position. Therefore, they could 
only perhaps mean the upper strata of the bourgeoisie. But what about the middle or 
even the lower strata of the bourgeoisie? What about the petty bourgeoisie? As we 
established, the Sanders movement is a petty bourgeoisie/labour aristocratic/liberal 
intellegencia movement. It would make perfect sense that the PSL hopes to allie with 
these people, and therefore they chose to not use terms that may allianate these 
people in an article which they essentially endorse bernie sanders and they try to 
recruit people from this petty bourgeoisie movement. (We will speak fourther in the 
next chapters about their willingness to recruit people from the petty bourgeoisie 
sanders movement) 

Now on terms of plutocratic capitalism. This is a problem with PSL and its 
understanding of both socialism and imperialism, at least in as they outline these in 
their program. When PSL mentions socialism, they dont mention central planning. They 
mention that some plan will happen, but they dont mention that the more the means 
of production come under plan, the more we arrive at communism. Even worse at 
imperialism. If one reads their writing on the subject in their program, it is evident that 
they ignore the economic nature of imperialism over the millitarry one. They seem to 
ignore that war is just the climax of imperialism between the conflict of the imperialist 
and the imperialized. They dont mention export of capital, they just mention millitary 
bases and wars. As they are a communist party in the US, one of the biggest issues 
there is the matter of imperialism. They will need to touch this subject more than any 
other, yet they seemingle ignore it. This may relate to their use of the word "plutocratic 
capitalism". There does not exist such a thing. They should have used imperialism (or 
state-monopoly imperialism). Yet they chose this term which has nothing to do with 
marxism, as such terms are used by liberals to make their system look better -for 
example american liberals use the term oligarchical capitalism to reffer to russian 
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capitalism, while they use free market capitalism for their own capitalism- in contrast to 
more underdeveloped economies. Point is, that both liberals and PSL in this regard, fail 
to adress their system as imperialism, and when they do so (as PSL does in its program) 
they fail to adress the real basis of imperialism, and they mention only its climax, which 
is war. 

In short, PSL fails to adress the conditions of the class struggle in America, and their 
program on how to organize this fight and against whom, and the nature of 
imperialism, in which many of the people they want to attract support. 
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